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INTRODUCTION 


We are reproducing the letter of Oscar Zamora M., the First 
Secretary of the Communist Party of Bolivia (Marxist-Leninist) to 
Fidel Castro, the Prime Minister of the Republic of Cuba. This 
letter was written in July-August of 1968 in order to expose the 
treacheries of Fidel Castro in betraying revolutionaries in Peru, 
Argentina, and Bolivia through his consistent support of Latin 
American revisionists and opposition to those who resolutely 
stood up against the Khrushchovite revisionism of the Kremlin 
leaders. 

When the 22nd Congress of the Communist Party of Soviet 
Union in 1961 under the so-called “Programme of the Communist 
Party of Soviet Union” laid the whole theoretical groundwork for 
the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union, Fidel Castro ina 
speech made on December 2, 1961 praised Khrushchov and 
pointed out: “One has only to read Khrushchov’s report to the 
22nd Congress, which is a wholly political treatise, one that begins 
to confront an entirely new task, the building of Communism.” He 
also pointed out: “We could never in all conscience be on the 
side of imperialism.” Castro has remained faithful to this last 
statement and has instead chosen the side of Soviet. social- 
imperialism! Today, Fidel Castro is one of the main propagandists 
for the line that the Soviet Union is a socialist country and that the 
people of Africa, Asia and Latin America can win their liberation 
from imperialism solely by relying on the other superpower, 
Soviet social-imperialism. To this neo-colonial path, Castro has led 
Cuba and the Cuban people. 

At the present time, Cuban troops, at the command of Soviet 
social-imperialism, have committed aggression against the 


Angolan people and are engaged in daily crimes under the banner - 


of “proletarian internationalism”. Once more history merits 
attention. We sincerely believe that the reproduction of this 
document:at this time is an excellent exposure of the treacheries 
of international opportunism headed by Soviet  social- 
imperialism. 


S 


The Bolivian Communist Party 
Replies to Fidel Castro 


Mr. Fidel Castro Ruz 
PRIME MINISTER OF THE REPUBLIC OF CUBA 
Havana or are 


Mr. Castro, 

| am writing to you from somewhere in my country (Bolivia), 
harassed by the repressive forces of the military government, 
through this public letter, in order to establish some truth concer- 
ning the guerilla movement unrolled during the past year in the 
southeast of Bolivia under the direction of Ernesto Che Guevara 
with the object of unmasking the meaning of your premeditated 
provocation against the Party and my person, in mentioning my 
name and that of my Party ina paragraph in your so-called “Neces- 
sary Introduction” in the publication of The Diary of Che. Ar- 
bitrarily and with great malice using the name of Che, who inno 
way mentions the following incident in his Diary, you say: 

“Later he invited Moises Guevara, mining and political leader 
who has split from the Party in order to cooperate in the formation 
of another organization, and who had then separated himself 
from it, unlike Oscar Zamora, another Monje, who for some time 
had agreed with Che on working in the organization of armed 
struggle in Bolivia, later rejecting the agreements, crossing his 
arms in cowardice in the hour of action, in order to become, after 
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his death, one of his most venemous critics, in the name of Marx- 
ism-Leninism’.’ 

These affirmations, tending to disfigure Pe eg rave as their 
fundamental object to attack Marxist-Leninist forces and 
therefore have the character of open provocation in the service of 
the enemies of the working class, which necessarily demands the 
clarification of the truth not only to contradict the Prime Minister 
of the Republic of Cuba, but also so that the people of America 
and the world should know the truth of the events. 

You know the damage you are doing to the Bolivian 
revolutionary movement, with your provocation against the 
Marxist-Leninist Communist Party; using your lies, anti-com- 
munists of all shades are clapping their hands. We would have 
wished not to have made public our differences, nonetheless you 
discharged your lies publicly and now we are obliged to reply 
publicly with the truth. 


I. 
Who violated their commitments in the revolutionary struggle 
in Bolivia and Latin America? You who handed the 
revolutionaries over to the mercy of revisionist treachery, ~ 
or we, who maintain vurselves loyal to the revolutionary 
principles of Marxism-Leninism? 


We will begin by pointing out that Ernesto Che Guevara in no 
part of his Diary nor in the most hidden way, speaks.of my person 
or of my Party, still less of the supposed compromise which you in- 
dicate. In reality, abusing the memory of Che himself, and with the 
sole objective of following your campaign against the Marxist- 
Leninists of Latin America and Bolivia, you have permitted 
yourself to make this slanderous “contribution” to the Diary. For 
had you been honest to Che, you would have respected the 
reasons for which he does not mention us in his Diary; this honest 
attitude of Ernesto Che Guevara, as you yourself call it, is due to 
the simple reason that he, at the end of 1964 accepted your dis- 
position to break all contact with the Marxist-Leninist groups in 
Latin America, in accord with the agreements of the Preparatory 
Meeting of the Conference ot Communist (revisionist) Parties of 
Latin America, over which you presided in Havana. This is clearly 
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confirmed by you when you, say, in your “Necessary In- 
troduction”: “The initial phase of preparing the guerilla base 
came to depend fundamentally on a group of valiant and level- 
headed collaborators, who on the production of the split, had 
remained in Monje’s Party”. It only remains to be added that this 
particular group was directed by. Monje himself. Che’s fatal error 
was to accept the decision of working with the revisionist party. 
But you will never be able to deny your direct responsibility for 
this occurance, since you were the one who convened the 
revisionist Conference with Monje and Codovilla, head of Argen- 
tine revisionism. After the Preparatory Meeting, Che re-es- 
tablished relations with the Bolivian and Argentine revisionists as 
with the rest in Latin America, despite the opinion Che had of 
these, and particularly with respect to Monje, an opinion which 
you also confirm in your “Necessary Introduction’”’, when you say, 
“Che did not have the least confidence”. 

If Che did not have confidence in Monje, who obliged him to 
work with people of Monje’s kind? You should have explained 
this in your “Necessary Introduction’; you signed the final 
resolution of the Conference of Communist Parties of Latin 
America “along with the Codovillas, the Corvalans, the Monjes 
and other revisionist smoothies} in this resolution it concretely in- 
dicates “the breaking of all types of relations with the factional 
groups” or the isolation of Marxist-Leninists of Latin America: This 
is the maxim of betrayal of the revolutionaries and the beginning 
of your honeymoon with the revisionists. But you went very much 
further. You took the pretentious initiative of “obliging” the 
Communist Party-of China to second your activity and you $pun- 
sored the sending of a delegation coamovosed of eight conniving 
revisionists of Latin America, among them your unutterable friend 
Mario Monje, which in August 1965 reached Peking via Moscow, 
in order to give the Communist Party of China the agreements of 
the Conterence of Havana. Your personal representative, Carlos 
Rafael Rodriguez chaired the delegation, charged with proposing 
to Comrade Mao Tsetung the immediate break of the Communist 


Party of China with the Marxist-Leninist movements which were | 


organizing themselves in Latin America, especially with our Party, 
which up until some months before counted on the total and 
complete surnort of the Party and government of Cuba. 

The reply of the Communist Party of China, through Comrade 
Mao Tsetung, given to the revisionist ‘leaders’ which came from 
Havana via Moscow, pointed out with great clarity thatthe Com- 
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munist Party of China would never abandon its aid to all the Marx- 
ist-Leninists and that it would continue working with all the 
revolutionaries of Latin America and of the world, with all its 
strength, with all who struggle in defence of Marxism-Leninism, 
against revisionism and for the liberation of their people from the 
yoke of imperialism. The reply of Mao Tsetung is a lesson for all 
those who attempt to revise and betray Marxism-Leninism. 

Let us continue. In September-October 1964 a group of young | 
Bolivian students resident in Cuba and Europe agreed to initiate, 
under the banners of Marxism-Leninism, a struggle to build a 
revolutionary vanguard which would search out the liberation of 
Bolivia, for this end we consider necessary the organization of a 
Marxist-Leninist force separate from the then leadership of the 
Communist Party of Bolivia. With this motive | went to Cuba in 
search of help. There, Commandante Ernesto Che Guevara 
showed his support for the struggle against the corrupt rulers of 
the Communist Parties which had fallen into revisionism. He ex- 
pressed the opinion of being favorable to the struggle in Bolivia by 
the only road: armed struggle. At no time in these conversations 
did Che, who was then the Minister of Industry in Cuba, show me 
his intention of directing some armed action in Bolivia or in any 

“part of the world. At the conclusion of the conversations with Che 

we concurred in informing only you and not the then directors of 
the Communist Party of Bolivia of the agreements made. At the 
same time a group of Marxist-Leninist students was formed in 
Cuba. 

On returning to my country I united with the powerful Marxist- 
Leninist movement which was developing in the heart of the Party. 
In April 1965 the First Extraordinary Congress of the Party took 
place, which approved a new political line which showed the fun- 
damental mission of the Party, that of struggling for national 
liberation. A new revolutionary leadership was chosen for the Par- 
ty, headed by the renowned Comrade Federici Escobar, greatest 
leader of the mineworkers of Bolivia. Our Congress enjoyed the 
sympathy of the international Marxist-Leninist movement, 
headed by the Communist Party of China. 

And how did you fulfil your agreements? In December 1964, or 
that is, after being informed by Che of the agreements on com- 
batting the revisionist direction of Monje, of organising the Marx- 

" ist-Leninist Party in Bolivia, you personally took the opportunity of 
the Preparatory Meeting of the Conference of Communist 


(revisionist) Parties, of informing Mr. Monje of my conversations 
with Che, arranged that the group of Marxist-Leninist students in, 
Cuba should be put under the direction of the revisionist Party 
and fixed; in common agreement with Monje, the breaking of all 
relations with us, since then we were called “factionalists’”’. So you 
applied on our Party the determination of the revisionist 
Conference to struggle against the forces of Marxism-Leninism. 
These facts you cannot deny, now that everyone up to Monje 
himself in La Paz in January 1965, told me of it, he boasting of hav- 
ing “obtained his greatest political victory”. 

The abandonment on your part of the forces of Marxism- 
Léninism and your alliance with the Latin American revisionists is 
not the work of chance, but the consequences of your total 
surrender to the Soviet revisionists. The revolutionaries of the 
world will never forget that months before having made a pact 
with the revisionists of Latin America, you signed the famous com- 
munique with the renegade Khrushchov, supporting coexistence 
and the peaceful road. The said communique is the most com- 
plete negation of the Second Declaration of Havana, which 
proclaims the armed road and condemns peaceful coexistence. . 

From those days of the treason'of December 1964, you not only 
abandoned the Marxist-Leninist movement, but practically 
impeded all forms. of contact. 

Once the First Extraordinary National Congress of Siglo Vente 
had come to a close, and by the resolution of the same, we senta 
delegation in May 1965 to contact the Cuban Embassy in Prague in 
order to deliver to the Communist Party of Cuba the resolutions 
and agreements of the said Congress. The same measure was 
adopted with all the Marxist-Leninist parties of the entire world. 
The reply of Cuba was silence, and the proposed sending of a 
delegate to explain in detail our Congress and to establish 
relations between our parties was frustrated. The communist par- 
ties of China, Albania, Viet Nam, Indonesia, Ceylon, Brazil, 
Ecuador and others, along with the Marxist-Leninist movement of 
the world expressed to us its total and complete accord and sup- 
port. With this moral force, we continued the revolutionary 
struggle and we can say today that we count on a Party quan- 
titatively and qualitatively superior to that of the revisionists 
recognized by you as the “vanguard” of the Bolivian people. 

In December 1965 we sent a delegation of the Bolivian Com- 
munist Party to the First Tricontinental Conference, uniting with 
the delegation of the Democratic Council of the People (left front 
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consisting. of the MNR, the PRIN, the POR, the Spartacus 
Organization and our Party); this delegation was admitted to Cuba 
thanks to the personal gesture of the president of the delegation, 
Mrs. Lidia G. de Moller, in Mexico, given that the Cuban Embassy 
in Mexico was prohibited from issuing a visa to the Marxist- 
Leninists of Latin America without the OK of the revisionists. But 
hardly had the delegation arrived in Cuba, than it was isolated in 
the Hotel Riviera, it being communicated officially that it would 
not have access to the Tricontinental Conference and that on its 
instructions, only the representative of PRIN, Mrs. de Moller, and 
the delegation of FUL in La Paz could attend if they accepted being 
included in the “official” delegation presided over by Mr. Monje. 
The loyal and worthy attitude of Mrs. de Moller and the delegate 
of FUL prevented this manoeuver from working, and the com- 
plete delegation found itself obliged to leave Cuba without par- 
ticipating in the Conference. In the Tricontinental, Mr. Monje put 
the words of the “revolutionaries of Bolivia’. 

According to the notice of the meeting, this Conference was of 
the forces of national liberation; nonetheless in practice, the 
revisionists were the ones who had the singing voices in the 
representation of the peoples of Latin America; the Codovillas, 
the Corvalans, the Monjes and the Vieiras. You made use of this 
Conference not only to isolate the Marxist-Leninist movement of 
Latin America, but also to launch the most irresponsible ac- 
Cusation against the people, the Party and the government of 
People’s China and against Comrade Mao Tsetung, calling them 
“imperialists”, “traitors” — exactly against the people and the 

‘Party who today head the revolutionary struggles of all the 
peoples against: yankee imperialism. You also attacked the 
Guatemalan guerilla, Commandante Yon Sosa, so it is not to be 
wondered at that you attack me and my Party. This is the truth of 
the Tricontinental. Do you believe that this is the treatment which 
should be given-to a revolutionary force and to demand of it, with 
no right, the achievement of agreements which never existed? 
You should tell this truth to the Cuban people and the people of 
all the world, and also say how you served international 
revisionism in the Tricontinental. 

At the OLAS Conference, July 1967, only the delegation: 
organized by “Monje’s Party” took part on behalf of Bolivia, des- 
pite your knowledge, through the news from Che to “Manila”, of 
the treachery of Monje and the revisionists in the guerilla 
movement. treachery discovered on December 31, 1966. You in- 
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vited this delegation, and what is more, allowed it to read a sup- 
posed message from the Bolivian guerilla war. You already know 
what Ghe in his Diary says about this “telepathy”. A very good des- 
cription Che gave of the Bolivian delegation brought by you. Or 
perhaps you weren’t informed of the betrayal of Che‘s guerillas or 
did you still believe the promises which Kolle, Reyes and Ramirez 
made to you in Havana? This, your blind confidence in the 
revisionists certainly needs an explanation. 

In order to establish the magnitude of the damage caused by 
your politics of alliance with contemporary revisionists, we recal: 
some important facts which the Cuban people and the peopte of 
all the world must know. We make them, bearing in mind your 
own words in your “Necessary Introduction’, in the sense of 
finishing with the “ridiculous ostrich politics, which has nothing to - 
do with the internationalist character of contemporary 
revolutions”. 

With the death of Che, Mr. Monje at the head of his revisionist 
clique, has committed the third consecutive betrayal of the 
revolutionary mavement in Latin Americe as we go on to show. 

Firstly, Puerto Maldonado, Peru, locality situated on the trontier 
with Bolivia, stage of the first betrayal by the Monje revisionists. 
The Peruvian guerilla group, on your instructions, remained in 
Bolivia under the custody and direction of Monje and his clique. 
The political police of Bolivia, directed by San Roman were in- 
‘formed of the presence of the guerillas personally by Monje, now 
the Monje-San Roman link openly confirmed. Through the CIA, 
which worked jointly with San Roman, the Peruvian government 
was informed of the presence of the guerillas and of their future 
incursion into Peruvian territory; as a result. several guerillas were 
killed before they were much over the border. The fall of the 
revolutionary poet Javier Heraud is the symbol of the treachery of 
revisionism. The guerillas who managed to return to Bolivian ter- 
ritory, after being put at liberty as foreign refugees, lived in the 
homes of the Bolivian Marxist-Leninists, snowing in this manner 
their reputation of the treachery of Monje and his clique. There 
are witnesses of the action of Puerto Maldonado, survivors who 
can establish the historical truth on these two questions: Who 
turned them over to the hands of the revisionists and what was the 
role of the revisionists? : 

secondly, Tartagal, Argentina, Scene ot the guerilla movement 
of young Argentinians betrayed by the Bolivian and Argentine 
revisionists. Despite the fact that you had been informed fully 
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through your embassy in La Paz and directly in Havana, of the 
treachery of Monje and his clique towards the guerilla movement 
in Peru, you personally decided once more to give Monje and his 
‘Party’ the task of receiving and orienting the Argentine guerilla 
group, who, soon after putting the frontier behind them, were 
ambushed by the Argentine gendarnerie in Tartagal. General San 
Roman, chief of the Bolivian political police was also informed by 
the revisionists of this activity. When | interviewed Ernesto 
Guevara in Havana in 1964, we fully agreed that who was to blame 
for the Tartagal tragedy was Monje, through his contacts with the 
Bolivian police; Guevara said concretely: “Tartagal is a betrayal of 
the Argentinians by Monje, as Fidel already knows’. The Com- 
munist (revisionist) Party of Argentina was fully informed by Mon- 
je of the guerilla movements, despite the agreement that they 
should not be informed, since the guerilla acted outside the Com- 
munist Party of Argentina. To be precise, the convocation of the 
Conference of Communist Parties of Latin America, signed by 
yourself in the name of the Communist Party of Cuba, by Mario 
Monje and by Victorio Codovilla, has a lot to do with the need to 
cover what happened in Tartagal. 

Thirdly, Nancahuazu, Bolivia. Despite what happened in Puerto 
Maldonado and in Tartagal, of which you were fully informed, you 
continued to confide in Monje and his clique, more deeply this 
time since it concerned a guerilla movement directed by Ernesto 
Che Guevara. You did not explain in your “Necessary In- 
troduction” the reasons for which Monje was to be trusted with a 
third revolutionary movement, knowing of its antecedants. In 
order to cover the truth, you launch the infamous slander that | 
did not know how to fulfil supposed agreements. But Che himself, 
with his revolutionary honour, charged himself with making clear 
the truth that the Monjes, the Kolles, and other revisionists were 
the only ones to whom you handed over the task of preparation of 
the guerilla base. Che would never have failed to mention in his 
Diary my “compromise” of the guerilla struggle, to which you as- 
sign so much importance, if such a compromise had existed. 

The truth of your provocation has its roots in your proposition of 
confusing Marxist-Leninists with revisionists. You want to save in 
part the revisionists because by saving the revisionists you would 
be less compromised with what has happened in-the southeast of 
Bolivia. You and all those who have read the Diary of Che know 
that we had nothing to do with it, but with the objective of trying 
to politically condemn us, you have raised a calumny in your 
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“Necessary Introduction”. But your proposal to condemn us is in 
vain, because the peoples, especially the Bolivian people, know 
how to distinguish between Marxist-Leninists and the revisionists 
and their friends. Concretely, the Bolivian people based on the 
Diary of Che have established that the revisionists of Bolivia and of 
other countries are the traitors, and that the Communist Party of 
Bolivia, of which I have the honour of being the First Secretary, 
had nothing to do with the guerillas, as a result of having no 
relations with you or with the Communist Party of Cuba. 

Che’s Diary does not refer to a single compromise of ours; 
therefore if one exists, it is yours with the revisionists headed by 
Monje, a compromise that goes from Puerto Maldonado, through 


Tartagal, to Nancahuazu, and of which the results are known by 
history. 


I \ 

Who remained ‘‘with folded arms in cowardice in the hour 
of action’: the revisionists and their friends of ‘Manila’ 
who were made responsible and wete free, or we, the 
Marxist-Leninists, who were in concentration 

camps without even knowing of the PIGSeHce 
of Che in Bolivia? 


Cowards are-those who have compromised their principles for 
the sake of unity, and being revolutionaries once have finished in 
the arms of the revisionists. Cowards are not those who have 
consecrated their lives to the working class and their people. 
Therefore personally | uo not accept your description when you 
say that | “crossed my arms in cowardice in the hour of action” 
since by this means you intend to fling mud at my Party, which like 
me, did not know of and had nothing to do with the guerilla war 
directed by Che. It is easy to insult from the position that you have, 
but nothing gives you the right to insult those who you put on one 
side because of their Marxist-Leninist position, from all relation 
and contact from the moment in which you fell into revisionism. 
My people are the ones who will measure the valor of their own 
sons in the struggle for liberation. 

Neither you nor anyone advised us of the intention of Che 
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Guevara to come to my country to lead a guerilla struggle; in con- 


finement in the leprosy centre of Puerto Moreno, three months 
after the beginning of the guerilla action is where | learnt of the 
possible presence of Che in the guerilla zone of Nancahuaza. 
Only you and the Bolivian revisionists had the patrimony of con- 
tacts, of the connections and resources of the guerilla war, as you 
confirmed in your “Necessary Introduction” and as did also the 
three surviving Cubans in their declarations in Santiago, Chile. 
The luck of the guerillas was in your hands and those of the 
revisionists from the beginning. “In the hour of testing’ you from 
your own experience know that the guerilla war trusts in logistics, 
and that in the beginning its luck depends on those who have 
charge of those logistics. The responsibility rests solely and ex- 
clusively. on those who had in their charge the major part of the 
logistics; that is to say “Manila” and Monje’s revisionists..In order 
to hide this truth, you try to mix me in something with which | had 
nothing to do, going so far as to slander mein your “Necessary In- 
troduction”, but you do not say anything about the relations 
between Che and “Manila”. Why do you not explain, although it 
be only for “experience’’, to what is owed the breaking of contact 
between Che and “Manila’’? It is your duty to tell your people the 
truth, and this truth is that “Manila” also failed in the guerilla logis- 
tics, and that “Manila” is the leadership of the Communist Party of 
Cuba. 

We agree with you that in the Diary the Cuban government is 
referred to repeatedly and theretore “ostrich politics’ are 
ridiculous; but that you should be quiet and not mention it 
because the contacts and logistics in the charge of the Cuban 
government collapsed, is simply inexplicable. Why do you not 
refer in your “Necessary Introduction” to your own responsibility 
in this guerilla war, your own position of overall director of 
“Manila”? Or is it that | am also “Manila’’¢ 


With respect to the peoples of America, the Bolivian people and 
the Cuban people, | would like to make it clear that three months 
before the initiation of the guerilla war | was already in a concen- 
tration camp, prisoner until July 3 of the same year. From the 
concentration camp, | went into the hospital, after two months of 
treatment | returned to clandestine life and to continue working 
for my Party and the cause of my people. Most of the leadership of 
my Party has been through the same or worse conditions, in- 
cluding Comrade Justiniano Ninavia, leader‘of my Party, who to- 
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day is still imprisoned. You will have the opportunity to measure 
our action and our decision to struggle against North American 

“imperialism and against the gorillasthat govern my country, under 
the banner of the Marxist-Leninist Communist Party. 

To sum up, only “Manila” and the Monje revisionists “crossed 
their arms in cowardice in the hour of action”, destroying all the 
logistics of the guerilla movement in southeast Bolivia. This is the 
fundamental cause of its collapse. 


Ul 
Who are the ‘‘venemous critics’’ of Che: 
The revisionists and opportunists protected by you, 
or we, who from his death pointed te the content and 
the revisionists supported by you? 


Your affinity for intrigue and disfiguring the facts reaches its 
peak when you say that we have “become the most venemous 
critics of Che after his death, in the nave of Marxism-Leninism”. 
Your hatred for the loyalty of my Party to Marxism-Leninism leads 
you to falsify truths which are publicly known and can be proven 
immediately. Even before your government, my Party, the day 
after it knew of Che’s death, gave out a communique with my 
signature in which Che’s revolutionary life was evaluated, 
denouncing the murder perpetuated by the Bolivian gorillas in 
connivance with the CIA, and éstablishing that the presence of the 
revisionists in his revolutionary activity led to his downfall. Pos- 
sibly the fact that we point out the treacherous activity of the 
revisionists is the cause of your infamous slander against the Marx- 
ist-Leninists. It is known by the Bolivian people what we said about 
Ernesto Guevara after his death. To the present day we are suffer- 
ing the furious repression of the government, among other 
reasons for having denounced the murder of Che in October 
1967, and for having published a complete gallery in our official 
organ Liberation of all those who directly or indirectly had par- 
ticipated in the murder of Ernesto Guevara. Perhaps it did not 
please you that in this gallery we rightly included Mario Monje 
and Jorge Kolle. 

My Party never pretended to be boss of the way taken by Che, 
since the light of Marxism-Leninism has shown in all honesty his 
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differences from us in the development of tactics. and 
revolutionary strategy to liberate the Bolivian people from the 
imperialist yoke. Our point of view with regard to armed struggle 
in Bolivia can be summed up in the three following points: 

1. To place politics in the first place in the conduct of people’s 
war. This means to say that it is essential to rely on Marxist-Leninist 
leadership, eliminating all counter-revolutionary currents such as 
contemporary revisionism. 

2. People’s war is the political struggle of the masses crouch 
arms, for liberation. For this, political work in the heart of the 
masses, particularly workers and peasants, is inseparable from 
military activity; this political labour must be effected before and 
during armed struggle. 

3. People’s war is developed in the three following stages: a) 
guerilla. war, linked with peasant risings, b) war of movements and 
c) war. of positions, or that is, the taking of cities by the coun- 
tryside. We consider the bases of support, with their own 
characteristics in each stage, fundamental in order to achieve vic- 


tory in.a, prolonged war, as will be the people’s war which the ~ 


Bolivian people will carry out in their liberation. 

The.existence. of differences has.not brought us to demerit the 
intrinsic.valor-of the revolutionary personality of Ernesto Guevara, 
nor to fail to indicate that his grave error was in having PESSRGES 
the imposition of struggle along with the revisionists. 

On the other hand, in the evaluation you make of the events in 


the southeast of Bolivia, there is the unmistakeable stamp of op- - 


portunism, since you avoid any form of reference which is precise 
to contemproary revisionism, directed and sustained by the 
revisionist .clique of the CPSU, which is responsible in great 
measure for the break up of the guerilla action. You talk of a Mario 
Monje alone, detached from the ideology which he represents, of 
his ties with international revisionism. Men participate in politics 
guided by the ideology which they represent; as the First Secretary 
of the revisionist Party, Monje worked guided by revisionism, and 
those who trusted in him, knowing his ideology, admit and sup- 
port .that counter-revolutionary ideology of contemporary 
revisionism. 

For the Marxist-Leninists, there is no difference between the 
treachery of the Venezuelan revisionists to the armed struggle of 
their people and the treachery of Monje to the movement.of the 
-southeast. The object of revisionism:is to betray the revolution of 
the peoples to the benefit of North American imperialism. Com- 
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a 


rade Mao Tsetung, whose thought is the Marxism-Leninism of our 
epoch, teaches us to support all that combats the enemy and to 
combat all the enemy supports. We will combat all that the 
revisionists and imperialists support and we will support all that 
the revisionists and imperialists combat. On principle, we have not 
struggled against Che, because he was combatted in practice by 
the imperialists and revisionists. 

We do not deny that we speak with class hatred of the 
revisionists and of the traitors who serve imperialism and attempt 
to prolong eternally the suffering of the oppressed peoples who 
are suffering the exploitation and the oppression from the side of 
the foreign monopolies. To conclude this necessary reply, | ask 
you to bring this to the knowledge of the Cuban people, since we 
have great admiration for the proof that it -has given of its 
indefatigable struggle against North American imperialism. Con- 
fronting your slander, the Cuban people must know the reply, 
since we have to learn in order to make of our lives effective 
instruments in the revolutionary struggle of our people. On our 
part,.we will publish in Liberation all that you may say in relation to 
us, so that our militancy and our people should know your 

criticism and your opinion. The Marxist-Leninist Bolivian Com- 
munists do not have any fear of the truth, only the ‘Monjes and 
their friends fear the truth. 

Undoubtedly, you will continue in your intrigues and slanders 
against us, so we forward to you that we are disposed to carry on 
this clarification to the end, so that the truth be totally and com- 
pletely known. For now, we have indicated only that whichi is most 
indispensible and the most strictly necessary. 

The Communist. Party of Bolivia, guided by Marxism- Leninism 
and the Thought of Mao Tsetung, will follow the revolutionary 
line to the total liberation of our homeland. Our assignment is to 
develop people’s war until the successful liberation of Bolivia. 

Attentively, 
Oscar Zamora M. 
First Secretary of the CPB. 
“End item. 
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